
CORRES. CONTROL 
OUTGOING LTR NO. 

DOE OROER #i~~Yf'fi? I" 

,Tg2 C G E R  

Date 

S G  ATURE 

-17 

IN REPLY TO RFP CC 
NO: 

ACTlON ITEM STATUS 

PARTIAUOPEN 

aCLOSED 

-fR APPROVALS: 

KA!S E R H I L L  
c 3 \I P .A N Y 

December 15,1997 RF-97-06512 

Jessie Roberson 
Manager 
DOE, RFFO 

ANNUAL SUBMISSION OF THE KAISER-HILL TEAM 10 CFR 830.120 QUALITY 
ASSURANCE IMPLEMENTATION PLAN - RGC-232-97 

Ret Keith Klein, Itr (04788) to Robert Card, Same Subject, October 20, 1997 

Enclosed you will find a copy of the Kaiser-Hifi Team 10 CFR 830.120 Quality 
Assurance Implementation Plan, Revision 5. Revision 5 reflects changes made to the 
Kaiser-Hill Implementation Plan to accommodate DOE, RFFO comments documented in 
the reference letter. These changes include: 

1. A total of 2t  of 26 implementation issues in Attachment 1 have been reported 
complete and updated the path forward forward to the five remaining 
implementation issues. 

2. Added a description of programmatic changes which have taken place during 
Fiscal Year 1997. These include the Integrated Safety Management System, 
Site Corrective Action Requirements Manual, Site Documents Requirements 
Manual, Rocky Flats Environmental Technology Site Functions, and 
Responsibilities Manual and the Site Strategic Planning Program. 

3. Added a discussion on hazards analysis and application of controls to prevent or 
mitigate the consequences of hazards. 

4. Deleted reference to Standards/Requirements Identification Document (WRI Ds) 
and added a description of the Order Compliance process to determine Site 
standards. 

5. identified that the Site governing documents for controlling the application of the 
graded approach are the Site Documents Requirements Manual and the 
Integrated Safety Management System Manual. 

6. Deleted Appendix 2, Graded Approach to the Requirements of 10 CFR 830 120. 
Reference is made to the Kaiser-Hill Team Quality Assurance Program (QAP) 
document for this information. 

Kaiser-Hill Company, L.L.C. 
Covrict Address: Rocky Flats Environmental Technology Site, Stat Hv. 93 and Cactus, Rocky Flats, CO 80007 * K 3 966 7 i  
Muiling Address: P.O. Box 464, Golden, Colorado 804024464 W I N  RECORD 

A-SW-002634 



Rocky Flats 
Environmental Technology Site 

Revision 5 

KAISER-HILL TEAM 

QUALITY ASSURANCE 
10 CFR 830.120 

IMPLEMENTATION PLAN 

APPROVED BY: I R.G.Card/ Oh/?7 
President and Chief b’ Date 
Executive Officer, 
Kaiser-Hill company, L.L.C. 

Responsible Organization: Oualitv Promaq 
Effective Date: 12/15/97 

ORC review not required 
Periodic review frequency: 1 year from the effective date 

D a d  1.2 -1 7- 9 7 



QUALITY ASSURANCE REVISION 5 
PAGE 2 10 CFR 830.120 

I IMPLEMENTATION PLAN 121 15/97 

The signatures on this page document that, for those areas under the representative’s 
cognizance, the representative o f  each organization concurs that this write-up is accurate, 
factual, and reflects the current organization’s position. 

CONCURRENCE-Kaiser-Hill Company, L.L.C. 

I Is/ R. E. Tiller. 12/17/97 
R. E. Tiller, Executive Vice President and 
Chief Operating Officer 

I /s/ S. J. Bensussen. 12/8/97 
S. J. Bensussen, Vice President and 
General Counsel 

Id A. M. Bomolini. 12/9/97 
A. M. Bomolini, Vice President 
Human Resources and Communications 

1 Is/ D. W. Ferrera. 12/10/97 for Is/ L. F. Burdae. 12/10/97 
M. D. Brailsford, Vice President 
Safeguards, Security, Site Operations and 
Integration 

L. F. Burdge, Vice President 
Planning and Integration 

I Is/ W. A. Hardine. 12/11/97 
W. A. Harding, Vice President 
Safety Systems and Engineering 

Is/ J. A. Hill, 12/5/97 
J. A. Hill, Vice President 
Environmental Management and 
Compliance 

I Is/ L. A. Martinez. 12/8/97 Is/ A. M. Parker. 12/8/97 
A. M. Parker, Vice President 
Closure Projects Integration 

L. A. Martinez, Vice President and CFO 
Finance and Administration 

I Is/ G. M. Voorheis, 12/9/97 
G. M. Voorheis, Vice President 
Nuclear Operations 



QUALITY ASSURANCE REVISION P 
10 CFR 830.120 PAGE 3 

I WLEMENTATION PLAN 12/ 15/97 

CONCURRENCE - Principal Subcontractors 

I /s/ R. F. Bacon. 12/3/97 Is/ M. M. Coserove. 12/8/97 
M. M. Cosgrove, General Manager 
Wackenhut Services, L. L. C. 

R. F. Bacon, President 
Safe Sites of Colorado 

/sf A. C. Crawford. 12/8/97 Is/ C. L. Herring. 12/8/97 
A. C. Crawford, President and General 
Manager ,Manager 
Rocky Mountain Remediation Services, 
L.L.C. 

C. L. Herring, President and General 

DynCorp of Colorado, Inc. 



QUALITY ASSUR4NCE 
10 CFR 830.120 
IMPLEMENTATION PLAN 1 21 1 5/97 

REVISION 5 
PAGE 1 

LIST OF EFFECTIVE PAGES 

Paces Effective Date Change Number 

1-40 8/2/96 Rev. 3 

1-51 9/1/97 Rev. 4 

1-53 12/15/97 Rev. 5 

TOTAL NUMBER OF PAGES: 53 



QUALITY ASSURANCE REVISION 5 
10 CFR 830.120 PAGE 5 
IMPLEMENTATION PLAN 12/15/97 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 

Section . 

1 . 0 
1.1 
1.2 
2.0 
3.0 
4.0 
5.0 
6.0 
6.1 
6.2 
7.0 
8.0 
9.0 
10.0 
11.0 
12.0 
13.0 
14.0 

TITLE PAGE .................................................................................................................................. 
CONCURRENCE PAGE ................................................................................................................ 
LIST OF EFFECTIVE PAGES ....................................................................................................... 
TABLE OF CONTENTS ................................................................................................................ 
~ ~ c t i o n  ..................................................................................................................................... 
Background ..................................................................................................................................... 
Nuclear Safety Authorization Bases ................................................................................................ 
Implementation Plan Summary ....................................................................................................... 
General Infonnatiw ........................................................................................................................ 
Applicability of Nuclear Safety Rquirements ............................................................................... 
Safety and Implementation Guides and Technical Standards ......................................................... 
Baseline Assessments ...................................................................................................................... 
Quality Assurance 10 CFR 830.120 Baseline Assessment ............................................................. 
Verification of 10 CFR 830.120 Baseline Assessment ................................................................... 
Additional Activities ....................................................................................................................... 
Graded Approach ............................................................................................................................ 
Resource Asesmcnt ...................................................................................................................... 
p r i o r i ~ t i o  .................................................................................................................................... 
Milestonu and Schedules ............................................................................................................... 
Exemptions ...................................................................................................................................... 
Tracking .......................................................................................................................................... 
Compensatory Actions .................................................................................................................... 

Appendix 1. Criteria for Including Issues in the Quality Assurance 
10 CFB 830.120 Impladentation Plan ............................................................................................ 

Attachment 1. Implementation Issue Matrix for Quality Assurance 
10 CFR 830.120 Implementation Plan ............................................................................................ 

& 
1 

4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
8 

15 
17 
19 
21 
21 
22 
23 
23 
27 
27 
27 
28 
73 

7 

7 
& . 

‘9 

31 



QUALITY ASSURANCE 
10 CFR 830.120 
IMPLEMENTATION PLAN 

REVISION 5 
PAGE 6 

1211 5/97 

1 .o Introduction 

This document was developed by Kaiser-Hill Company, L.L.C. (Kaiser-Hill) 
with input fkom the four Principal Subcontractors. Kaiser-Hill and the four 
Principal Subcontractors comprise the Kaiser-Hill Team. The four Principal 
Subcontractors are DynCorp of  Colorado, Inc. (DCI), Rocky Mountain 
Remediation Services, L.L.C. (RMRS), Safe Sites o f  Colorado (SSOC), and 
Wackenhut Services, L.L.C. (WSLLC). This document is the Kaiser-Hill 
Team Implementation Plan for I O  CFR 830.120, Quality Assurance 
Requiremenkr, and is referred to as the Implementation Plan throughout the 
document. This Implementation Plan has been prepared in accordance with 
10 CFR 830.120 and the Department of Energy (DOE) Stan&rd 
DOE-SID-I 082-94, Preparation, Review, and Approval of Implementation 
Plans for Nuclear Safety Requirements. This Implementation Plan does not 
address DOE Order 5700.6C implementation. 

This Revision 5 incorporates changes to reflect modifications in the Kaiser- 
Hill Team Quality Assurance Program during the past year, and changes made 
to implementation activities included in Attachment 1. 

Significant changes incorporated into this revision include the following: 

A total o f  21 of 26 implementation issues in Attachment 1 have been 
reported complete. 
Added to Section 2.0, Implementation Plan Summary, a description o f  
programmatic changes whch have taken place during Fiscal Year 1997. 
These include the Integrated Safety Management System, Site Corrective 
Action Requirements Manual, Site Documents Requirements Manual, 
Rocky Flats Environmental Technology Site Functions, and 
Responsibilities Manual and the Site Strategic Planning Program. 
Added to Section 4.0, Applicability of  Nuclear Safety Requirements, 
discussion on hazards analysis and application o f  controls to prevent or 
mitigate the consequences of hazards. 
Deleted h m  Section 5.0, Safety and Implementation Guides and 
Technical Standards, reference to StandardsRequirements Identification 
Document (S/RIDs) and added Order Compliance process to determine 
Site standards 
Added to Section 5.0, Safety and Implementation Guides and Technical 
Standards, greater detail related to the Quality Assurance Program Criteria 
DOC~€Xlt, 
Identified in Section 8.0, Graded Approach, that the Site governing 
documents for controlling the application of the graded approach are the 
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Site Documents Requirements Manual and the Integrated Safety 
Management System Manual. 

0 Deleted Appendix 2, Graded Approach to the Requirements o f  
10 CFR 830.120. Reference is made to the Kaiser-Hill Team Quality 
Assurance Program (QAP) document for this information. 

1.1 Background 

On July 1,1995, Kaiser-Hill became the Integrating Management Contractor 
(IMC) under a performance-based contract specified by the DOE. In 
executing the IMC role, Kaiser-Hill has responsibility for scoping and 
assigning work, identifying standards for performance of work, integrating the 
work of the Principal Subcontractor companies, and providing performance 
oversight. 

The Site is an aging DOE facility in the post production, cleanup, and closure 
phase of its life cycle. There is no intent to resume production operations. 
The Kaiser-Hill Team has been tasked to stabilize and consolidate special 
nuclear material, process waste, perform decontamination, deactivation and 
demolition, environmental remediation and close the Site. 

The Site has a wide range of hazards and safety uncertainties representing a 
substantial challenge for meeting Price-Anderson Amendments Act (PAAA) 
requirements. This includes the classical set of problems expected at an aging 
facility, such as facility authorization basis to meet the new Site mission, 
deteriorating facility and system material condition, past inadequate 
configuration control, proceduralization problems, etc. In addition to these 
problems, operations were shut down in 1989. No special lay-up, 
deactivation, or storage precautions or actions were taken because it was 
believed that operations would resume in the near hture. This has created a 
unique set of problems. 

Since 1990, efforts have been made to define and correct these problems. 
However, many of the problems still existed when Kaiser-Hill took over the 
Site. Upon assuming responsibility for the Site on July 1, 1995, Kaiser-Hill 
inherited the implementing infiastructurc programs and procedures that were 
developed over the previous five years. The dilemma which faces the Site in a 
climate of declining funding is to ensure that the existing infhstructure 
programs and procedures are adequate to support accelerated, cost effective, 
risk reduction, special nuclear material stabilization, and Site closure, while 
properly addressing PAAA requirements. 
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1.2 Nuclear Safety Authorization Bases 

The Site is currently performing work under an existing authorization basis 
(AB) described in documents such as the facility Safety Analyses Reports, 
Basis for Operation (BFOs), Basis for Interim Operation (BIOS) documents, 
the Operational Safety Requirements (OSRs), Technical Safety Requirements 
(TSRs), DOE Safety Evaluation Reports (SERs), A B  document Review 
Reports, and facility-specific commitments made in order to comply with 
DOE directives, including hfhstructure programs such as conduct o f  
operations, radiological control, and criticality safety. Kaiser-Hill believes 
that, collectively, these documents establish sufficient bases for safe execution 
o f  near term baseline and risk reduction activities. In their current state o f  
def'mition, however, these documents must be updated, upgraded or 
superseded to form authorization bases for the accelerated Site clean-up and 
decommissioning mission. 

Since assuming control o f  the Site, Kaiser-Hill has worked in concert with 
DOE, RFFO, the Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board, and other stake- 
holders to institutionalize a more effective approach to development and 
implementation o f  a Site level authorization agreement and facility specific 
authorization bases to support execution o f  nuclear related activities at the 
Site. Substantial progress has been made towards this end, AB documents 
have been completed or updated for ten of  fourteen nuclear facilities which 
require a new AB. 

2.0 Implementation Plan Summary 

This 10 CFR 830.120 Implementation Plan provides information regarding 
implementation o f  the Quality Assurance (QA) requirements and the Kaiser- 
Hill Team Quality Assurance Program (hereafter referred to as the QAP) for 
nuclear facilities and nuclear activities. The QAP is contained in the Quality 
Assurance Manual. The QAP describes the roles, responsibilities, and 
commitments for implementing the requirements of  10 CFR 830.120 for 
nuclear facilities and nuclear activities. Lower-tier subcontractors to Kaiser- 
Hill and the Principal Subcontractors are included and are accountable to 
Kaiser-Hill, or the Principal Subcontractor for whom they work, to implement 
the QA requirements. 

Baseline assessments have been conducted against existing Site infrastructure 
documents to assure that the requirements contained in 10 CFR 830.120 were 
incorporated The results of  this effort were documented in Compliance 
Summary Reports. Programmatic deficiencies were documented in 
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Attachment 1 of this Implementation Plan, including corrective actions and 
associated cost and schedule for noncompliance areas. i 
Independent and management assessments are performed against each o f  the 
10 CFR 830.120 criterion to assess implementation in accordance with the 
programs and procedures. QA Program weaknesses are identified and 
targeted for corrective action using the Site corrective action process, which 
allows for proper reporting, characterizing, tracking, statushg, verifymg and 
trending of each deficiency. Significant programmatic deficiencies are 
reported to DOE via the Noncompliance Tracking System (NTS). 

The Baseline assessment identified that many of these Site infirastructure 
documents reflected the previous contractor organization responsibilities and 
methods of doing business. Revisions to procedures addressing the 
integrating management approach will be completed in 1998. Previously 
identified and reported weaknesses, deficiencies, and noncompliances have 
been reviewed and evaluated in accordance with the criteria contained in 
Appendix 1. Items that did not meet the criteria contained in Appendix 1, 
Criteria for Including Issues in the Quality Assurance 10 CFR 830.120 

Implementation Plan. Those items will continue to be tracked and will be 
addressed under different DOE Orders and Rules by Compliance Schedule 
Approvals, corrective action plans, implementation plans, or other resolution 
documentation. The remaining implementation issues together with budget 
work authorization documents, additional h d i n g  requirements, corrective 
action tasks, schedules, and significance levels for items identified by the 
assessments are provided in Attachment 1, Implementation Issue Matrix for 
Quality Assurance 10 CFR 830.120 Implementation Plan. 

Implementation Plan, were deleted h m  subsequent-revisions of this d I 

Methodology for the annual update of the QAP includes the identification of 
significant changes to Site infrastructure which affects the implementation of 
10 CFR 830.120. Each subcontractor and Kaiser-Hill are informed that 
changes have taken place and that they are to determine the impact on open 
items identified in the QAIP and to existing QA Program definition to assure 
continued compliance. 

No implementation issues were identified in the area of  Criterion (7) 
Procurement. 

No exemption requests are being submitted at this time. Adequate funding to 
resolve the Attachment 1 commitments for fiscal year (FY) 1998 has been 
identified during the budget process. 
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I Significant programmatic changes have taken place to enhance the Kaiser-Hill 
Team’s capability to meet 10 CFR 830.120 requirements. The changes 
include establishment of the Integrated Safety Management System (ISMS), 
Site Corrective Action Requirements Manual, and Rocky Flats Environmental 
Technology Site Functions and Responsibilities Manual (scheduled to be 
issued during late calendar year 1997 or early 1998), and modification of the 
strategic planning process. A description o f  these infrastructure changes 
follows: 

0 Integrated Safety Management System: 
The Site is instituting an Integrated Safety Management System (ISMS) 
through which ongoing and future activities that have the potential to cause 
harm, including radiological harm, to the workers, public and environment are 
identified and evaluated. The ISMS integrates safety and environmental 
management standanidrequirements into the work planning and execution 
processes, and when implemented effectively protects the workers, the public 
and the environment. The ISMS combines a diverse group o f  people and risk- 
graded infrastructure programs to satisfy the multiple safety, environmental, 
and health needs uniformly. The ISMS identifies the mechanisms for 
increasing worker involvement in work planning, including hazard and 
environmental impact identification, analysis, and control; work execution; 
and feedbacWimprovement processes. The ISMS is primarily based on the 
philosophies, principles, and requirements o f  the Department of Energy 
(DOE) Safety Management System Policy (DOE 450.4). Defense Nuclear 
Facilities Safety Board (DNFSB) Recommendation 95-2, Department of 
Energy Acquisition Regulation (DEAR) clause 970.5204-2, and current 
infrastructure programs in use at the Site. The development o f  worker 
protection programs using these standards and applying the graded approach 
to standards implementation is intended to provide an appropriate level of 
protection and control for the conduct of  work. 

The hazards which are credible and have consequences that could cause harm, 
including radiological harm, to the worker, the public or the environment are 
identified, analyzed, and categorized, and controls for these hazards and their 
consequences developed. Site documents which are used to adequately define 
the controls include: the Nuclear Safefy Manual and the Criticality Safety 
Manual, which establish a formal set of controls and requirements for a range 
of activities, usually a facility; The ISMS manual also references procedures 
which result in detailed, documented hazards assessments and controls for the 
activity, and determine the appropriate planning process that defines the 
controls necessary to perform the activity safely. 
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The ISMS relationship to the application o f  quality assurance for nuclear 
facilities and other activities at WETS is embodied in five basic hnctions: 1) 
Define the scope o f  work; 2) Identify and analyze the hazards; 3) Identie and 
implement controls; 4) Perform the work; and 5) Provide feedback. ISMS 
enhances the previous incorporation of quality assurance requirements into 
these functions due to its’ integration of the existing Site infrastructure. The 
Site infrastructure includes the documents identified in the preceding 
paragraph as well as others such as, the Conduct of Engineering Manual 
(COEM), Conduct of Operations (COOP) Manual, the Integrated Work 
Control Program (IWCP), the TRU Waste Management Manual, 3-MAN- 
008-WM-001, and the Low Level Waste Management Plan, 94-RWPEWQA- 
0014 for radioactive waste. 

The ISMS Manual was effective September 30,1997, with full 
implementation scheduled for September 30,1998. An ISMS Implementation 
Plan has becn developed to assure personnel are trained in the concepts of 
ISMS and understand how the ISMS applies to the processes they now use to 
accomplish work safely. This will provide for a consistent and logical 
approach for ISMS implementation. Subcontractor’s Quality Assurance 
Program Plans (QAPPs) will be revised by April 30,1998, to address the Site 
established ISMS. 

Until the ISMS is fully implemented, the same manuals and procedures that 
are integrated through the ISMS are used for the identification and control o f  
activities which have the potential to cause radiological ham. When fblly 
implemented, the ISMS will provide greater assurance and consistency in the 
identification, analysis and categorization o f  hazards associated with nuclear 
activities. 

0 Site Corrective Action Requirements: 
The pre-existing Comctive Action Program at the Site included various 
identification and reporting processes, each developed and implemented in 
order to satisfy specific laws, requirements, or regulations. Although these 
processes contained many corrective action program elements, they 
individually did not satisfy all the requirements of umbrella requirements and 
laws, such as the Rule and Order. As a result, the Site deficiency 
identification and reporting processes are now required to follow the Site 
Corrective Action Requirements Manual and its implementing procedures in 
order to assure that deficiencies are uniformly prioritized, tracked, and 
trended, and that the minimum corrective action elements are met. The Plant 
Action Tracking System (PATS) is the approved Site tracking system. 



Site Documents Requirements: 
The Site Documents Requirements Manual (SDRM) provides the 
methodology and requirements for controlling and developing WETS 
documents, such as policies, management directives, manuals, procedures, 
instructions, and job aids. 

I The SDRM identifies the type, purpose, applicability, and signature 
requirements for the different Site-applicable document types. 

When a procedure is selected as the correct document type, then a graded 
approach is applied to specify the rigor and level o f  activity by which the 
applicable set o f  standards and requirements are met. A re-engineering effort 
is currently reviewing the SDRM process for fi,uther refinement. 

Rocky Flats Environmental Technology Site Functions and 
Responsibilities: 

The Kaiser-Hill Team organizational structure, functional responsibilities 
(including integration and implementation responsibilities), lines of authority, 
and interfaces are identified in the Rocky Flats Environmental Technology Site 
Functions and Responsibilities Manual. 

This manual ensures that Kaiser-Hill has clearly defined the responsibilities 
for each contractor a;t WETS and is designed so that each contractor: 

Understands the major Site functions. 
Understands the differences between Kaiser-Hill integration 
responsibilities and subcontractor work performance responsibilities. 
Recognizes the Kaiser-Hill organization with integration responsibilities 
and overall accountability for each function. 
Recognizes the subcontractor, or in some cases, the Kaiser-Hill 
organization, with implementation responsibilities for each function. 

0 Recognizes the organizational units with whom they interface. 
Understands the responsibilities for facility maintenance and operations. 

Strategic Planning: 
The Kaiser-Hill Team had prepared an Accelerated Site Action Project 
(ASAP) strategic plan (also titled Choicesfor Rocky Flats) to radically 
decrease the Site risks and increase land availability as compared to the Site’s 
past course of action. This strategic plan provided a number of alternatives for 
moving forward. 
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Now, the Kaiser-Hill Team in cooperation with DOE, RFFO has developed a 
Ten Year Plan (TYP) that will complete cleanup of the Site by 2010. The 
plan is built on the recent work done in developing the ASAP Phase I, ASAP 
Phase 11, Workout III, and the FY 1997 budget. The TYP brings all of  the 
above activities under a single umbrella. 

During FY 1998, Kaiser-Hill is combining the Life Cycle Baseline Plan and 
the TYP into the Focup on 2UU6 Plan. The Life Cycle Baseline is a Rocky 
Flats Closure Project plan that currently shows the Site closing in 2010. 
Efforts will be made to effect a closure earlier. The impact o f  the Focus on 
2006 Plan on the QAP based on planning, scheduling and resource 
considerations will stem from two activities: 1. Since the Focur on 2006 
Plan includes an analysis o f  the Life Cycle Baseline to identify potential cost 
savings by challenging accepted work practices, regulatory requirements and 
resource requirements, quality assurance related organizations will need to 
assure that reductions in these areas remain commetlsurafc with the reduced 
risk on the Site, and 2. Quality related organizations will need to maintain 
cognizance of Life Cycle Baseline changes to assure adequate resource 
considerations due to changes in annual funding, yearly work progress, and 
Stakeholder influences. 

The above reviews are accomplished by the integration of quality 
requirements during development of Work Authorization Documents 
(WADS), which address work activities over the entire project period. 

When completed and implemented, the Life Cycle Baseline will be a key 
project management tool for the Rocky Flats Closure Project. It will 
document the Site’s approved plan for project execution through a Work 
Breakdown Structure (WBS), with WADs providing detailed scope statements 
and corresponding detailed schedules and cost estimates. The Baseline will 
encompass the entire scope of the project and extend until the Site Vision is 
achieved. The Life Cycle Baseline will undergo updates each year (e.g., to 
reflect actual versus planned progress and changes in DOE funding guidance 
for outyears). In addition, more detail will be added for current FY and FY 
plus one. Change control procedures are established and implemented for the 
Life Cycle Baseline. 

The Focus on 2006 Plan, is a DOE Headquarters (HQ) document to facilitate 
planning and managing Environmental Management (EM) programs. DOE’S 
integrated analysis of all EM Sites’ plans will facilitate an integrated approach 
to waste treatment, material disposition, and other complex issues whose 
optimal solution may not be achievable on an individual site basis. At 
intervals specified by HQ, the Focus on 2006 Plan will be updated. 
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The Integrated Site Baseline is the official approved baseline for the current 
fiscal year. The fiscal year planning process will include updating the Life 
Cycle Baseline to reflect the latest funding guidance and actual work progress. 
This becomes the Integrated Site Baseline and will be used to manage work 
during the execution year. 

The Kaiser-Hill Team follows the defined DOE budgeting process for finding 
current fiscal year work and for planning work for fhture fiscal years. 

No significant impacts to other programs or activities (not included in this 
Implementation Plan) have been identified. No special constraints to 
implementing this plan have been identified. 



QUALXTY ASSURANCE REVISION 5 
10 CFR 830.120 PAGE 15 I IMPLEMENTATION PLAN 12/15/97 

3.0 General Information 

Kaiser-Hill, as the IMC, has overall responsibility for the Site and implements 
the Site mission through four Principal Subcontractors and two Architect and 
Engineering/Construction and Construction Management (AE/CCM) 
Subcontractors. Each o f  the Principal Subcontractors has specific areas of 
responsibility. DCI provides sitewide services in support o f  nuclear facilities 
such as metrology, occupational medicine, transportation, limited 
maintenance, and receipt inspection. RMRS performs Site environmental 
remediation and waste management and is responsible for several specific 
nuclear facilities. SSOC performs operations and maintenance for the 
majority of the Site’s nuclear facilities. WSLLC provides security services for 
the Site. Kaiser-Hill and the Principal Subcontractors form the Kaiser-Hill 
Team. The two AE/CCM subcontractors, Denver West Remediation and 
Construction, L.L.C. (DWRC), and Rocky Flats Engineers and Constructors 
(RFEC) provide a broad range of  AE/CCM services as specifically described 
and authorized by task orders under contract to Kaiser-Hill. 

This Implementation Plan for 10 CFR 830.120 includes input fiam the 
individual Principal Subcontractors and from the evaluation o f  previously 
reported weaknesses, deficiencies, and noncompliances. 

The DOE Standard DOE-STD-1082- 94, Preparation, Review and Approval of 
Implementation Plans for Nuclear Safety Requirements, was used for the 
development o f  the format and content of  this document. 

This Implementation Plan (Rev. 5) is a revision to the Implementation Plan 
(Rev. 4) submitted by Kaiser-Hill on July 30, 1997. 

This Implementation Plan applies to Site nuclear facilities and to activities 
with the potential to cause radiological harm. 

This Implementation Plan is based on QA baseline assessments conducted by 
the Kaiser-Hill Team during contract transition against existing Site 
infirastructure programs and procedures. Valuable input was provided by Site 
workers. Programmatic implementation assessments continued in fiscal year 
(FY) 1997. Program weaknesses were identified and targeted for corrective 
action using the Site corrective action process, which allows for proper 
reporting, tracking and trending; significant programmatic deficiencies were 
reported to DOE via the Noncompliance Tracking System (NTS). 
Attachment 1 lists the QA Criteria o f  10 CFR 830.120, the infiastruchue 
programs that support each criterion, the implementation issues, along with 
additional supporting information such as corrective action tasks, schedules, 
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and finding. Compensatory measures are recorded. The Plant Action 
Tracking System (PATS) significance levels are also included. 

The remainder of the Implementation Plan addresses each of the sections 
outlined in DOE-STD- 1082-94. 
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4.0 Applicability of Nuclear Safety Requirements 

Title 10 CFR 830.120 applies to nuclear facilities and to activities with the 
potential to cause radiological harm, however the applicability of  
10 CFR 830.120 is not limited to hazard category 2 and 3 facilities. 
10 CFR 830.120 is applicable to activities that have the potential for causing 
radiological ham regardless o f  where they occur. The specific facility 
Authorization Basis (AB) document identifies the category o f  the nuclear 
facility in accordance with DOE Order 5480.23. Each subcontractor is 
responsible for the development and maintenance o f  the facility AB 
documents for Hazard Category 2 and 3 nuclear facilities. The Site Safety 
Analysis Report (SAR) is planned to contain a comprehensive listing o f  the 
hazard category o f  each Site nuclear facility as identified in the AB 
documents. Kaiser-Hill Safety Systems & Engineering is responsible for the 
Site SAR. 

Quality assurance requirements for activities which have the potential to cause 
radiological harm are implemented as a part of the Site inhstructure. The 
Site safety management infhstructure is integrated through the ISMS process 
which assures that the scope o f  work is defined, hazards are identified and 
analyzed, controls are identified and implemented to prevent or mitigate the 
consequences of the hazards, work is performed, and feedback o f  results o f  
these processes are provided to management to assure continuous 
improvement for safety. Site infiastructure documents include controls to 
address 10 CFR 830.120 requirements and include the Nuclear Safety Manual, 
Criticality Azfety Manual, Activity Control Envelope Development procedure, 
I-D55-ADM-02.37, and the Activity Definition Process procedure, I -R32- 
ADM-02.38, in addition to the QAP, SDRM, Integrated Work Control 
Program (IWCP) Manual, Conduct of Operations (COOP) Manual, and the 
Conduct o f  Engineering (COEM) Manual. 

Hazards are identified, analyzed and categorized, and controls for these 
hazards and their consequences are developed based on the hazard. This is 
accomplished through the ISMS process. This can include the process of 
developing a SAR, Basis for Interim Operation (BIO) or BFO for nuclear 
activities, or Health and Safety Plans (HASPS), Job Hazards M y s e s  (JHA), 
As-Low-As Reasonably-Achievable (ALARA) reviews, Radiological Work 
Permits (RWPs), Remedial InvestigatiodDesign Plans, Activity Control 
Envelopes (ACES), Feasibility Studies, or Proposed Action Memoranda 
(PAM) for non-nuclearhdiological and industrial hazard activities. Whether 
or not a S a  BIO, or BFO must be developed for a given activity, set o f  
activities, or facility can be determined by performing a hazards analysis per 
DOE Standards DOE-EM-STD-5502-94, DOE-STD-2 027-92 and DOE-STD- 
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3009-94, and DOE memorandum from &chard L. Black, dated June 6, 1997, 
addressing hazard categorization. 

Workers are informed of hazards through work planning activities. Hazards 
analysis identifies the severity of consequences of the hazards. Work planning 
applies the necessary controls to mitigate or prevent the consequences of the 
hazards. Pre-evolution briefings are conducted with workers, which review 
the work planning, applicable procedures, safety analyses and other pertinent 
safety precautions. Pre-evolution briefmgs are required for tasks in nuclear 
facilities and complex or uncertain tasks outside nuclear facilities. 

Standards that are required by law or contract are mandatory unless a 
temporary or permanent exemption from that requirement has been granted by 
one having proper regulatory authority. The criteria for granting an exemption 
to a DOE nuclear safety requirement are specified in IO CFR 820.62, Criteria. 
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5.0 Safety and Implementation Guides and Technical Standards 

The Kaiser-Hill contract with DOE contains the list of DOE Directives 
imposed on the Kaiser-Hill Team by DOE. The Kaiser-Hill Team QA 
requirements are identified in the Quality Assurance Program Criteria 
document. 

The foundation upon which the Quafity Assurance Program Criteria 
document was developed was the DOE Environment, Safety, and Health 
Configuration Guide. The Quality Assurance Program Criteria document 
development began with a search for QA regulations, orders, and consensus 
standards, without regard to applicability. In all, 28 QA documents were 
identified and obtained. The QA documents were reviewal for possible 
applicability to Site activities. Several documents were set aside as not 
applicable. 

A hierarchy of the documents was selected to place a relative level of 
importance on the documents in case of conflict between documents. The QA 
criteria of 10 CFR 830.120 were incorporated. The remaining applicable 
documents were reviewed and items selected that, in the opinion of the 
writers, best described specific features that the criteria of 10 CFR 830.120 
required. In the end, several documents remained that were applicable but not 
used. This was becquse they were redundant to, or not as clear as, those items 
selected from other sources. They are listed in the Quality Assurance 
Program Criteria document. 

J 

The development of the Quality Assurance Program Criteria document 
involved the Rocky Flats Field Office (RFFO), EPA Region VIII QA 
Manager, and Site subject matter experts having QA experience in the DOE 
complex or the nuclear industry. Based on their comments and using an 
iterative process, the Quality Assurance Program Criteria document, was 
further refined. The Quality Assurance Program Criteria document is issued 
as a section of the Site QA Manual. 

The requirements for the Quality Assurance Program Criteria document were 
selected from the following: 

10 CFR 830.120, Procedural Rules for Nuclear Activities 
I O  CFR 830.120, Quality Assurance Requirements 
DOE Order 5700.6C, Quality Assurance 
ASME-NQA-I -1 994, Quality Assurance Requirements for Nuclear 
Facility Applications, I994 
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ANSI/ASQC-E4-1994, Specifications and Guidelines for Quality Systems 
for Environmental Data Collection and Environmental Technology 
Programs 
40 CFR 194, Criteria for the Certrfication and Re-Certification of the 
Waste Isolation Pilot Plant's Compliance with the 40 CFR Part 191 
Disposal Regulations, April 9, I996 
EPA Order 5360.1 Program and Policy Requirements to Implement the 
Mandatory Quality Assurance Program, 1995 Draft 
ASTM-C-1009-89, Standard Guide for Establishing a Quality Assurance 
Program for  Analytical Chemistry Laboratories Within the Nuclear 
Industry 

ANSIZVCSL 2540-1 -1 994, Calibration Laboratories and Measuring and 
Test Equipment - General Requirements 

D0WA.L-QC-I, 1995, Quality Criteria 

Future changes to Site standards will be conducted through the established 
Order Compliance process for insertion into the Kaiser-Hill contract. 
Standards that are required by law or contract are mandatory unless a 
temporary or permanent exemption has been granted by proper regulatory 
authority. 



i 
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6.0 Baseline Assessments 

The Kaiser-Hill Team has performed QA baseline assessments for their 
respective areas of responsibilities to determine whether the implementing 
infhstructure programs and procedures incorporate the QA requirements of 
10 CFR 830.120, as applicable. 

6.1 Quality Assurance 10 CFR 830.120 Baseline Assessment 

Quality Assurance 10 CFR 830.120 baseline assessments were performed 
fiom July 21,1995, through January 30,1996, by the Kaiser-Hill Team. The 
IMC also provided oversight and technical assistance to the Principal 
Subcontractors. The process was as follows: 

0 Sub-teams fiom the Kaiser-Hill Team identified specific nuclear 
activities and facilities that fell into each company’s respective areas of 
responsibility. 
The sub-teams determined the programs and procedures used to control 
those activities. 
With guidance from the sub-team, responsible managers along with their 
technical personnel performed baseline assessments to determine 
whether the requirements of  10 CFR 830.120 were incorporated into the 
Site inhtructure programs and procedures. Identified issues were 
documented on Compliance Summary Reports. 
Representatives o f  organizations responsible for the Site infrastructure 
programs and procedures performed an additional baseline assessment. 
The objective of the additional assessment was to determine 
implementation issues associated with the infrastructure programs and 
procedures such that Kaiser-Hill has confidence in the functionality of 
the programs and procedures to support the Site mission. 
The findings have been reviewed and evaluated in accordance with the 
criteria contained in Appendix I .  Items that did not meet the criteria 
were deleted fiom subsequent revisions of the Implementation Plan as 
explained in Section 2.0. 
Remaining open issues are included in Attachment 1. These items have 
been entered into and are being tracked through the Commitments 
Management and Corrective Actions processes. 

0 

0 



QUALITY ASSURANCE REVISION 5 
10 CFR 830.120 PAGE 22 I IMPLEMENTATION PLAN 12/15/97 

6.2 Verification of 10 CFR 830.120 Baseline Assessment 

The IMC has conducted an assessment to verify that information gathered in 
the baseline assessment accurately reflects the status of the Site. The 
verification included a sample of the implementation issues identified in the 
Compliance Summary Reports. The verification found that the “shall” 
statements contained in 10 CFR 830.120 are reflected as requirements in the 
upper-tier governing Site documents and that those requirements flow down 
into the implementing procedures sampled in the verification. 
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7.0 Addition a1 Activities 

The additional activities that are necessary to meet the requirements of 
10 CFR 830.120 are described in Attachment 1. 

8.0 Graded Approach 

The Site is instituting an Integrated Safety Management (ISM) process 
through which ongoing and hture activities are evaluated for risk to establish 
control for the protection of the workers, public, and environment. The ISM 
process is developed in accordance with Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety 
Board (DNFSB) Recommendation 95-2 to the Secretary of Energy which 
provides guidance for standards implementation. The development of safety 
management programs using these standards and applying the graded 
approach to standards implementation is intended to provide an appropriate 
level o f  protection and control for the conduct o f  work. The ISM process 
systematically integrates safety into management and work practices at all 
levels. ISM integrates the identification, analysis, and control o f  hazards and 
provides feedback for continuous improvement in work definition, planning, 
and safe performance o f  work. 

Graded approach is fie process by which the levels of analysis, 
documentation, and other actions necessary to implement the QA 
requirements are based on facility/activity specific factors. 

10 CFR 830.120 is applied to the Site through the use of  a graded approach. 
In order to ensure the most efficient use o f  resources, a graded approach is 
used to determine the rigor with which the QA requirements are applied to a 
specific facility or activity. This approach provides the flexibility to 
implement the programs in a way that best suits the facility or activity while 
maintaining full compliance with IO CFR 830.120. 

The facilities at Rocky Flats are identified as hazard category 2 or 3 nuclear 
facilities, radiological facilities, or other facilities. There are no hazard 
category 1 nuclear facilities at the Site. Because the SARs were written when 
the facilities were operational, they may reflect the need for more strhgent 
safety requirements and operational needs. They may represent an over 
commitment for what is needed for an end-of-life facility that Will be 
decontaminated and decommissioned. As new authorization basis documents 
are prepared they will adequately reflect the requirements appropriate for the 
cunent facility mission through ISM integration of the Nuclear Safefy 
Manual, Criticality Safety Manual. Activity Control Envelope Development 

I 
I 
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procedure, 1-D.55-ADM-02.3 7 ,  and the Activity Definition Process procedure, 
I -R32-ADM-02.38. 

Consistent with DOE STD-I 082-94, Preparation, Review, and Approval of 
Implementation Plans for Nuclear Safety Requirements, the Kaiser-Hill Team 
organization responsible for a nuclear safety requirement has been empowered 
to use its best judgment in the determination of the appropriate graded 
approach to be used to achieve full implementation o f  the requirement. This 
judgement is based on detailed knowledge of the specific requirements, 
features, resources, needs, goals, and interface with other organizations and 
facilities. The graded approach utilized to comply with a QA requirement was 
developed by application o f  the best judgments o f  a group o f  experts who 
have collectively broad knowledge of the applicable facilities and activities, of 
the safety management program for applicable facilities and activities, and o f  
the collective wisdom behind the established regulatory requirements as 
dehed in regulations and amplified by related technical standards and guides. 

The documents which govern the graded approach process are the QAP, Site 
Documents Requirements Manual (SDRM) and the Integrated Safety 
Management System (ISMS) Manual. The QAP provides the graded approach 
criteria, while the SDRM describes the controls to assure the criteria are 
considered when developing implementing procedures. The ISMS Manual 
provides the integration of these procedures into the controls applied when 
determining the prevention or mitigation of the consequences o f  hazards, 

Each Site-applicable procedure implementing a Site inhtructure program 
(QA requirements) has provided in the instructions section, as appropriate, the 
level of analysis, documentation, and actions necessary to comply with the 
QA requirements based on a graded approach. 

Additionally, procedures and other documents which implement Site 
infrastructure programs with direct impact on work and work processes 
receive independent review under the existing Site inhtructure. This 
independent review utilizes an interdisciplinary technical evaluation process to 
evaluate safety issues and (implicitly) quality aspects. Further, work-level 
instructions, procedures, and other instruments o f  work control developed 
under the Site infrastructure programs receive independent review o>rimarily 
Operations Review Committees) as a verification of the implementation o f  
safety and pmgram (including quality) requirements, where the work to be 
performed meets threshold risk requirements. This process as a whole 
validates the grading and application of quality assurance requirements. 
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The following general criteria are guiding principles in the application of  
graded approach by the Kaiser-Hill Team: 

0 

0 

Graded approach may not be used to avoid compliance with federal, 
state, and local regulations. 
The higher the risk, the more rigor is required to ensure that 
requirements are met. 
Site facilities and activities are graded as either nuclear or non-nuclear 
facilities or activities. 
The program owner organization, because it has detailed knowledge o f  
processes, items, activities, and programs, uses best judgment in 
determining the rigor o f  requirement implementation, administrative 
controls, and business practices to be applied to ensure requirements are 
met. 
Implementing procedures and work plans reflect the use o f  the graded 
approach by setting forth direction for the amount of analysis, 
documentation, and actions required to ensure requirements are met. 

0 

Graded approach has been implemented to meet the QA requirements 
considering and using individually, or in cornhination, the following criteria: 

The relative importance to safety, safeguards, and security - The relative 
importance of an activity or item to safety, security, safeguards, 
environment, or mission provides the basis for establishing the order of 
completion or the depth, rigor, and thoroughness in applying the 
requirement. (For example: the corrective action process provides for 
grading deficiencies and other action items by significance level. 
Corrective actions are scheduled and accomplished based, in part, on 
significance.) 
The magnitude o f  any hazard involved - Consideration o f  the risks and 
hazards of the facility allows the implementing organization to focus 
resources on the activities most likely to reduce the associated risks and 
hazards by tailoring the implementing actions to the specific risks and 
hazards at the individual facilities and activities. (For example: 
activities to stabilize plutonium were given high priority in the Ten Year 
Plan, the Site strategic plan, in order to reduce the hazardous condition.) 
The life cycle stage o f  a facility - The consideration o f  the life cycle 
stage o f  a facility permits the implementing organization to assess the 
appropriate application for the current life cycle stage o f  the facility. 
(For example: a facility that has the source material removed, and that is 
scheduled for decontamination and decommissioning, should have fewer 
requirements than a plutonium storage facility.) 
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The programmatic mission of a facility - The programmatic mission of  a 
facility, including passive missions such as contamination confinement 
and material storage, may dictate the degree of  gradation for the 
implementation o f  a requirement. (For example: an operating facility 
that processes plutonium should have more rigorous and a larger number 
o f  requirements than a material storage facility.) 
The particular characteristics of a facility - The particular characteristics 
o f  a facility influence how nuclear safety requirements are applied. (For 
example: a waste storage facility should have fewer requirements than a 
plutonium facility performing stabilization activities.) 
Any other relevant factor - One such factor might be phased 
implementation o f  a requirement (by time or by facility). Phased 
implementation of a requirement minimizes the impact on resources and 
allows for a learning curve. (For example: the procedure preparation 
process is being phased in over time to minimize the impact on 
resources.) 

Graded approach has been utilized during the development of the Site 
infrastructure programs and implementing procedures to comply with the 
requirements o f  10 CFR 830.120. Graded approach is built into Site 
infrastructure programs and procedures including, but not limited to: Policies 
and Procedures, Issues Management, Operational Readiness Reviews, Lessons 
Learned, Configuration Management, Training and Qualification, Emergency 
Management, Security and Safeguards, Engineering, Maintenance, Conduct of  
Operations, Radiation Protection, Occurrence Reporting, Procurement, Waste 
Management, and Nuclear Safety. The Commitments Management and 
Corrective Actions processes provide a mechanism for prioritizing and 
evaluating unclassified deficiencies, concerns, and improvements. It is the 
responsibility o f  the Line organizations to ensure that QA requirements are 
applied in a manner commensurate with the work being accomplished as 
defined by the Site inhstructure. Line organization is defined as the 
organizations responsible for the execution o f  programs and conduct o f  work. 

The Kaiser-Hill Team QAP, Appendix 1 ,  Graded Approach to the 
Requirements o f  10 CFR 830.120, describes how graded approach is applied 
to each o f  the ten criteria o f  the QA Rule. 



QUALITY ASSURANCE 
10 CFR 830.120 

I IMPLEMENTATION PLAN 1 21 1 5197 

REVISION 5 
PAGE 27 

~~ 

9.0 Resource Assessment 

Fiscal Year 1998 budget work authorization document numbers, additional 
fbnding requirements, corrective action tasks, and schedules for items 
identified by the baseline assessments are provided in Attachment 1. Based 
on identified issues, current budget, and projected availability o f  funds, the 
existing work packages and identified additional funding should be sufficient 
to meet the requirements of 10 CFR 830.120. Quality Assurance Program 
implementation resources are assessed annually during the budget cycle. 
FY-98 budget for completion of the five open programmatic deficiencies is 
$9,061,500. Funding sources are identified in Attachment 1. In addition, 
Kaiser-Hill Quality Program activities for FY-98 are budgeted at $1,383,684 
in WBS 1.1.08.03.06.O4. 

10.0 Prioritization 

Implementation issues identified in the QA baseline assessment have been 
prioritized in accordance with the Site Commitments Management and 
Corrective Actions processes. The level of importance to be placed on the 
correction of a deficiency or action request is evaluated for impact by 
considering the types of risks that may be encountered, consequences o f  these 
risks, and the fiquency or probability of occunence of like deficiencies or 
action requests. Sighificance levels are assigned based on the evaluation in 
relation to the impact on health, safety, the environment, regulatory 
compliance, safeguards and security, or the operation or mission at the Site. 
Significance levels are classified as: 

High - Significanthpact 
Low - Minorhpact 

The significance levels for the implementation issues included in 
Attachment 1 are per Site Corrective Action Requirements Manual, 
1 -UAN-OI 2 - S C M .  

11.0 Milestones and Schedules 

Milestones and schedules have been developed and will be tracked. 
Scheduled completion dates for identified implementation issues are shown in 
Attachment 1. Intermediate tasks are entered into the Plant Action Tracking 
System and are tracked through the Commitments Management and 
Corrective Actions Process. Detailed corrective action plans are available 
through the Kaiser-Hill Plant Action Tracking System organization. 
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12.0 Exemptions 

No exemptions from the criteria of 10 CFR 830.120 are being requested. 

13.0 Compensatory Actions 

Compensatory actions for identified implementation issues are documented in 
Attachment 1. 

14.0 Tracking 

Implementation issues identified in Attachment 1 are being tracked by the 
Commitments Management and Corrective Actions processes. Five issues of 
26 remain open. These arc issues numbered 11,13,15,17, and 18. Each of 
these issues have been updated to November 1997, to reflect changes in 
implementation and compensatory measures, as applicable, based on changes 
in Site infrastructure and agreements with DOE, RFFO. Historical data for 
each issue can be found in the past revisions to this implementation plan. 

I 
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APPENDIX 1 
Page 1 o f 2  

Criteria for Including Issues in the 
Quality Assurance 10 CFR 830.1 20 Implementation Plan 

The DOE expectation is that the Implementation Plan for 10 CFR 830.120 will identify 
the status of implementing the QA requirements down to the floor level. 

Revision 1 of the Implementation Plan, submitted to DOE on Febrwy 2,1996, contained 
implementation and compliance issues that had a price tag of well over 400 million 
dollars to correct. DOE provided comments and guidance both in meetings and in 
writing that clarified DOE expectations.' Based on these comments and guidance, the 
Kaiser-Hill Team evaluated the previously reported issues using the following criteria 

Site programs and functions such as fire protection, conduct of operations, maintenance, 
safeguards and security, and others are recognized to be enforceable under 
10 CFR 830.120; however, detailed plans for these programs and hct ions  will be 

process o f  identifymg the subset of requirements to support Site activities. Certain 
deficiencies identified in Appendix 1 of  Revision 1 for Site programs and hctions may 
no longer be relevant under the new definition. 

addressed by other DOE Rules and DOE Orders. The Kaiser-Hill Team is continuing the 1 

The following Implementation Issues are included in the 10 CFR 830.120 
Implementation Plan: 

1. QA issues that are not governed by another DOE Rule (e.g., 10 CFR 835) or 
DOE Directive. 

2. Programmatic QA issues not addressed by Implementation Plans or Requests 
for Approval as discussed above. 

3. Implementation deficiencies. Implementation means that where a requirement 
applies, a process is established (i.e. formal training, assessments, and/or 
inspectiodacceptance testing) or a tool is available for use (i.e., procedure, 
design specifications, and/or procurement records) which fblfills the intent of 

~ ~~ 

' Memorandum SIG:NAM:07019 fiom David A. Brockman to Tony R. Buhl, Rocky 
Flats Field Office Expectations for Quality Assurance Plan and Implementation Plan, 
dated April 1 1,1996. 
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APPENDIX 1 
Page 2 of 2 

the requirement and allows work to be performed in a safe and effective 
manner. Lack o f  such a process or tool is an implementation deficiency. 

Lack o f  budgethesource issues that remain following graded approach consideration, and 
that are of such extent so as to jeopardize development andor implementation of the 
progmdprocess, are considered to fall under the category o f  Implementation Issues. 

Compliance issues are not included in the Implementation Plan. “Compliance is the day- 
to-day utilization of these processedtools and confonnance to the intent, during the actual 
performance of work. It is understood that on any given day someone may not comply 
with a requirement, knowingly, or unknowingly, and that the actual noncompliance with 
a requirement may be an apparent violation and could also be deemed enforceable in 
accordance with 10 CFR 820.” 
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